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the B Unit Contracts currently being
offered in the insurance industry taking
into consideration such factors as
current charge level, the manner in
which charges are imposed, the
presence of charge level or annuity rate
guarantees and the markets in which the
Cantracts will be offered. Based upon
this review, Applicants represent that
the mortality and expense risk charges
under the Contracts are within the range
of industry practice for comparable
contracts. Applicants will maintain and
make available to the Commission, upon
request, a memorandum outlining the
methodology underlying this
representation. Similarly, prior to
making available any substantially
similar contracts through the Separate
Account, Applicants will represent that
the mortality and expense risk charges
under any such contracts will be within
the range of industry practice for
comparable contracts. Applicants will
maintain and make available to the
Commission, upon request, a
memorandum outlining the
methodology underlying such
representation.

4. Applicants represent that the
Separate Account will invest only in
underlying funds that have undertaken
to have a board of directors/trustees, a
majority of whom are not interested
persons of any such fund, formulate and
approve any plan under Rule 12b-1
under the 1940 Act to finance
distribution expenses.

5. Applicants do not believe that the
front-end sales load or contingent
deferred sales load imposed under the
Contracts will necessarily cover the
expected costs of distributing the
Contract. Any shortfall will be made up
from National Home'’s general account
assets which will include amounts
derived from the mortality and expense
risk charges. National Home has
concluded that there is a reasonable
likelihood that the distribution
financing arrangement being used in
connection with the Contracts will
benefit the Separate Account and the
Contract owners, National Home will
keep and make available to the

Commission, upon request, a
memorandum setting forth the basis for
this representation.

Conclusion

Applicants assert that for the reasons
and upon the facts set forth above, the
requested exemption from sections
26(a)(2)(C) and 27(c)(2) of the 1940 Act
to deduct the mortality and expense risk
charge under the Contract, or under
substantially similar contracts offered in
the future by the Separate Account,
meets the standards in section 6(c) of
the 1940 Act. Applicants assert that the
exemptions requested are necessary and
appropriate in the public interest and
consistent with the protection of
investors and the policies and
provisions of the 1940 Act.

For the Commission, by the Division of

Investment Management, pursuant to
delegated authority.

Margaret H. McFarland,

Deputy Secretary.

[FR Doc. 94-14984 Filed 6-20-94; 8§;45 am]
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

[T.D. 84-53]
License Cancellations

AGENCY: U.S. Customs Service,
Department of the Treasury.

ACTION: General notice:

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that,
pursuant to 19 CFR 111.51(a), the
following Customs broker licenses have
been cancelled due to the death of the
broker. These licenses were issued in
various Customs Districts.

Harlan Nelson Naag—license No. 2904
Antonio Ferraioli—license No. 2194
William A. Phelps—license No. 3626
Jose R. Hernandez—license No. 10381
Bufford Struck—license No. 3232
Richard M. Van Sant—license No. 2671
Howard J. Mann—license No. 2253.

Dated: June 16, 1994.
Philip Metzger,
Director, Office of Trade Operations.
[FR Doc. 94-15038 Filed 6-20-94; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4820-02-M

Fiscal Service

[Dept. Circ. 570, 1993 Rev., Supp. No. 25;
4-00236)

Surety Companies Acceptable on
Federal Bonds; Mid-State Surety
Corporation

A Certificate of Authority as an
acceptable surety on Federal Bonds is
hereby issued to the following compan)
under Sections 9304 to 9308, Title 31,
of the United States Code. Federal bond-
approving officers should annotate their
reference copies of the Treasury Circular
570, 1993 Revision, on page 35804 to
reflect this addition:

Mid-State Surety Corporation. Business
Address: 3400 East Lafayette, Detroit,
MI 48207. Phone: (313) 882-7979.

Underwriting Limitation b/: $296,000.
Surety Licenses ¢/: MI, Incorporated
In: Michigan.

Certificates of Authority expire on
June 30 each year, unless revoked prior
to that date. The Certificates are subject
to subsequent annual renewal as long as
the companies remain qualified (31
CFR, Part 223). A list of qualified
companies is published annually as of
July 1 in Treasury Department Circula:
570, with details as to underwriting
limitations, areas in which licensed to
transact surety business and other
information.

Copies of the Circular may be
obtained from the Surety Bond Branch,
Funds Management Division, Financial
Management Service, Department of the
Treasury, Washington, DC 20227,
telephone (202) 874-6850.

Dated: June 15, 1994.
Charles F, Schwan III,

Director, Funds Management Division,
Financial Management Service.

[FR Doc. 94-15010 Filed 6-20-94; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4810-35-M
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This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER
contains notices of meetings published under
the “Government in the Sunshine Act” (Pub.
L. 94-409) 5 U.S.C. 552b(e)(3).

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

DATE: Weeks of June 20, 27, July 4, and
11, 1994.

PLACE: Commissioner’s Conference
Room, 11555 Rockville Pike, Rockville,
Maryland.

STATUS: Public and Closed.

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED:
Week of June 20

Monday, June 20

9:30 a.m,

Discussion of Management Issues

(Closed—Ex. 2 and 6)
Thursday, June 23
2:00 p.m.

Periodic Briefing on Operating Reactors
and Fuel Facilities (Public Meeting)

(Contact: Victor McCree, 301-504-1711)

3:30 p.m,

Affirmation/Discussion and Vote (Public
Meeting), (Please note: These items will
be affirmed immediately following the
conclusion of the preceding meeting.)

a. Final Rule on “Timeliness in
Decommissioning of Materials Facilities”
(Tentative)

(Contact: Mary Thomas, 301-492-3886)

b. Amendments to 10 CFR Part 73 to
Protect Against Malevolent Use of
Vehicles at Nuclear Power Plants
(Tentative)

(Contact: Phillip McKee, 301-504-2933)

Week of June 27—Tentative

There are no meetings scheduled for the
Week of June 27.

Week of July 4—Tentative

Thursday, July 8

11:30 a.m.
Affirmation/Discussion and Vote (Public
Meeting) (if needed)

Week of July 11—Tentative

Tuesday, July 12
2:00 p.m.
Periodic Briefing on EEO Program (Public
Meeting)
_(Contact: Vandy Miller, 301-492-4665)

Wednesday, July 13

10:00 a.m.
Briefing on Decommissioning Process
(Public Meeting)
11:30 a.m.
Affirmation/Discussion and Vote (Public
Meeting)
2:00 p.m.
Briefing on Investigative Matters (Closed—
Ex. 5 and 7)

Thursday, July 14
2:00 p.m.

Briefing on Proposed Changes to 10 CFR
50.36—Technical Specifications (Public
Meeting)

(Contact: Christopher Grimes, 301-504—
1161)

Friday, July 15

10:00 a.m.
Briefing on Information Technology
Strategic Plan (Public Meeting)
(Contact: Francine Goldberg, 301-415-
7460)

Note: Affirmation sessions are initially
scheduled and announced to the public on a
time-reserved basis. Supplementary notice is
provided in accordance with the Sunshine
Act as specific items are identified and added
to the meeting agenda. If there is no specific
subject listed for affirmation, this means that
no item has as yet been identified as
requiring any Commission vote on this date.

The schedule for commission
meetings is subject to change on short
notice: To verify the status of meetings
call (recording)—(301) 504-1292.
CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE INFORMATION:
William Hill (301) 504-1661.

Dated: June 16, 1994.

William M. Hill, Jr.,

SECY Tracing Officer, Office of the Secretary.
[FR Doc. 94-15135 Filed 6~17-94; 11:16 am]
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M

UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE
COMMISSION

[USITC SE-94-21]

TIME AND DATE: June 23, 1994 at 2:00
p.m.
PLACE: Room 101, 500 E Street SW.,
Washington, DC 20436.
STATUS: Open to the public,

1. Agenda for future meeting

2. Minutes.

3. Ratification List.

4. Inv. No. 731-TA-653 (Final) (Sebacic
Acid from China)—briefing and vote,

5. Outstanding action jacket: None.

In accordance with Commission
policy, subject matter listed above, not
disposed of at the scheduled meeting,
may be carried over to the agenda of the
following meeting.

CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE INFORMATION:
Donna R. Koehnke, Secretary (202) 205~
2000.

Issued: June 13, 1994.
Donna R. Koehnke,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 94-15113 Filed 6-16-94; 5:12 pml
BILLING CODE 7020-02-P
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Federal Register
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Tuesday, June 21, 1994

This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER
contains editorial carrections. of previously
published Presidential, Rule, Proposed Rule,
and Notice documents. These corrections are
prepared by the Office of the Federal
Register. Agency prepared corrections are
issued as signed documents and appear in
the appropriate document categories
elsewhere in the issue.

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Fareign-Trade Zones Board

[Cocket A932b10-2-94)

Foreign-Trade Zone 50—Long Beach,
CA, Request for Export Manufacturing
Authority, J.M. William & Company,
Inc., (Poly/ Cotton Bed Linens)

Correction

In notice document 84-13720
beginning on page 29410 in the issue of
Tuesday, June 7, 1994, make the
following corrections:

1. On page 29411, in the first column,
in the second line, “[30 days from date
of publication]™ should read “July 7,
1994"".

2. On the same page, in the same
column, in the seventh line, "'[40 days
from the date of publication}” should
read “July 18, 1994",

BILLING CODE 1505-01-0

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commissicn

[Project No. 8624-002 New York]

Alfred D. Huey; Availability of
Environmental Assessment

Correction

In notice document 94-14489
appearing on page 30790, in the issue of
Wednesday, June 15, 1994, in the third
column, the project number should read
as set forth above.

BILLING CODE 1505-01-D

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission

[Docket No. RP92-137-024)

Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Corp.;
Refund Report

Correction

In notice documen! 94-14497
beginning on page 30792, in the issue of
Wednesday, June 15, 1994, in the third
column, the docket number should read
as set forth above.

BILLING CODE 1505-01-D

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

[OPP-00382; FRL-4870-8]

Update of Pesticide Residue Chemistry
Guidelines

Correction

In notice document 94-13789
beginning on page 29603, in the issue of
Wednesday, June 8, 1994, make the
following correction:

On page 29603, in the second column,
under ADDRESSES:, in the sixth line,
after the symbol “#" insert "2,

BILLING CODE 1505-01-0

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Bureau of Land Management

[NV-830-4210-05; N-57882]

Notice of Realty Action; Lease/
Purchase for Recreation

Correction

In the correction to notice document
94-4687 appearing on page 30832 in the
issue of Wednesday, June 15, 1994, in
the first column, in the second line,
“page 9963" should read "page 9993".

BILLING CODE 1505-01-D

OFFICE OF PERSONNEL
MANAGEMENT

5 CFR Part 300

RIN 3206-AG06
Time-In-Grade Rule Eliminated

Correction

In proposed rule document 94-14519
appearing on page 30717 in the issue of
Wednesday, June 15, 1994, i the first
column, under DATES, beginning in the
second line, “July 15, 1994 should read
“August 15, 1994".

BILLING CODE 1505-01-D

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE
COMMISSION

[Release No. 34-33991; File Nos. SR-CHX-
93-23; SR-BSE-90-24; SRPSE-24-2; SR-
Phix-84-8]

Self-Regulatory Organizations;
Chicago Stock Exchange, inc; Boston
Stock Exchange, Inc.; Pacific Stock
Exchange, Inc.; and Philadelphia Stock
Exchange, inc.; Order Approving
Proposed Rule Changes Relating to
Pilot Programs Providing Price
Protection of Limit Orders Executable
After the Close of Regular Trading
Hours .

Correction

In notice document 94-11030
beginning on page 23904 in the issue of
Monday, May 9, 1994, in the first
column, insert “May 2, 1994."just above
“I Introduction”.

BILLING CODE 1505-01-D

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE
COMMISSION

[Release No. 34-34146; File No. SR-NASD-
93-75)

Self-Regulatory Organizations; Notice
of Filing of Proposed Rule Change by
National Association of Securities
Dealers, Inc. Relating to the Referral of
Matters by Arbitrators for Disciplinary
Investigation

Correction

In notice document 94-13876
beginning on page 29647 in the issue of
Wednesday, June 8, 1994, in the third
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column, insert “June 2, 1994,” just
before the first paragraph.

BILLING CODE 1505-01-D

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE
COMMISSION

[Release No. 34-34154; File No. SR-PTC-
94-01)

Seif-Regulatory Organizations;
Participants Trust Company; Order
Approving Proposed Rule Change
Relating to the Eligibility of Certain
Securities Guaranteed by the
Government National Mortgage
Association

Correction

In notice document 94-14094
beginning on page 30073 in the issue of

Friday, June 10, 1994, make the
following corrections:

1. On page 30073, in the second
column, in the third full paragraph, in
the third line from the bottom, “PRTC"
should read “PTC".

2. On page 30074, in the first column,
in the first and second paragraphs,
‘FTC” or “FTC’s" should read “PTC" or
“PTC’s" wherever they appear.

3. On the same page, in the second
line, after the signature, the FR Doc. line
was omitted and should read as follows:
[FR Doc. 94-14094 Filed 6-9-94; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 5010-01-M
BILLING CODE 1505-01-D
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Program Announcement for Regional
Children’s Advocacy Centers; Notice
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention

Program Announcement for Regional
Children’s Advocacy Centers

AGENCY: Office of Justice Programs,
Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention, Justice.
ACTION: Naotice of solicitation of
assistance applications for Regional
Children’s Advocacy Centers.

suMmARY: The Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) is
publishing an announcement of grants
to support four Regional Children's
Advocacy Centers. An O]jDP
Application Kit containing a copy of the
Guidelines, application form (Standard
Form 424), standard and special
conditions, the OJJDP Peer Review
Guideline, OJJDP Competition and Peer
Review Procedures end other
supplemental information relevant to
the application process can be obtained
by calling the Juvenile Justice
Clearinghouse, toll-free, 24 hours a day,
(800) 638-8736.
DATES: Applications are due August 22,
1994.
ADDRESSES: Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention, 633
Indiana Avenue, NW,, Washington, BC
20531, |
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Emily C. Martin, Director Training,
Dissemination and Technical Assistance
Division, (202) 307-5940.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Purpose

To support four Regional Children’s
Advocacy Centers that will encourage
and facilitate the creation of local
children’s advocacy centers, and
strengthen those now in existence
through the delivery of training and
technical assistance.

Background

Section 6 of Public Law 102-586,
codified at 42 U.S.C. 13001 et. seq.,
addressing the 1992 Amendments to the
Victims of Child Abuse Act {the Act),
provides for the establishment of four
Regional Children’s Advocacy Centers
for purposes of providing information,
technical assistance and training to
assist communities in establishing
multi-disciplinary programs which
respond to child abuse. National Child
Abuse and Neglect Data System
Working Paper 2 reports that based on
1890 revised data, States received and
referred for investigation approximately
1.7 million reports on an estimated 2.6

million children who are the alleged
subjects of child abuse and neglect. In
1991, States received nearly 1.8 million
reports on approximately 2.7 million
children. The number reported in 1991
represents an increase of approximately
2.4 percent from 1990 data.! Drafl
Working Paper 3 of the National Child
Abuse and Neglect Data System
reported approximately 918,263
substantiated and indicated victims of
child maltreatment from 49 states in
1992, Of these, approximately 14%
(129,982) were sexually abused.2 The
Camnegie Corporation of New York
reported, in its publication Starting
Points, that one in three victims of
physical abuse is a baby less than a year
old and that in 1290, more one year-olds
were maltreated than in any previous
year for which data are available.
Additionally, Starting Points reported
that “‘almost 90 percent of children who
died of abuse and neglect in 1990 were
under the age of five; and 53 percent
were less than a year old.” 2 Based upon
its annual telephone survey of states,
the National Committee for Prevention
of Child Abuse reported that at least
three children a day die from physical
abuse inflicted by a parent or caretaker.?

To address this problem, in 1885,
then Madison County Alabama District
Attorney Robert E. (Bud) Cramer
mobilized professionals in Madison
County to establish a Children’s
Advocacy Center for victims of child
abuse. Tha Center is a facility-based,
child-focused program which
coordinates the response ta victims of
child abuse through multi-disciplinary
teams of representatives from statutorily
mandated and other involved agencies.
Team members include representatives
from child protective services, law
enforcement, the district attorney’s
office, and the mental health and
medical fields. The elements of the
Madison County model are incorporated
in the 1992 Amendments to the Victims
of Child Abuse Act.

A major goal of children’s advocacy
centers is to prevent the inadvertent
revictimization of an abused child by
the judicial and social service systems

'U.S. Department of Health gnd Human Services,
National Center on Child Abuse and Neglect,
National Child Abuse and Neglect Data System
Working Paper 2, p.25.

3118 Department of Health and Human Services,
National Center on Child Abuse and Neglect,
Unpublished, Draft Working Paper 3 {1994) The
National Child Abuse and Neglact Data System.

4 Carnegie Corporation of New Yaork, Starting
Points—Meeting the Needs of Our Youngest
Children, April 1294, p4.

“National Committee for Prevention of Child
Abuse, Current Trends in Child Abuge Reporting
and Fatalities: The results of the 1993 annual fifty
state survey, Chicago, Jllinois 1962,

in their efforts to protect the child. The
multi-disciplinary team provides joint
interviews of child victims and makes
joint decisions about appropriate
actions ranging from prosecution to
referral for mental health services. Chilg
victims and non-offending family
members are assigned an advocate to
help them cope with the criminal justice
system’s processing of their case. As a
consequence of a coerdinated response,
child victims are spared the pain and
confusion of multiple interviews by
prosecutors, protective service workers
and social workers.

In 1990, the National Network of
Children’s Advecacy Centers (National
Network) was incorporated in Madison
County, Alsbama, as a national
membership organization of local
children’s advocacy centers. Its
purposes are to support the
development, growth and continuation
of non-profit, facility-based programs
utilizing a multi-disciplinary team
approach for handling child abuse
cases, and for setting standards and
regulating practices of children's
advocacy centers. The growth in the
number of children’s advecacy centers
and the success of the National Network
in establishing performance standards
led Congress to amend the Victims of
Child Abuse Act in 1992 to authorize
this program.

Five hundred thousand dollars
($500,000) haz been appropriated for
Fiscal Year 1994 to establish four
Regional Children’s Advocacy Centers
to provide training and technical
assistance in communities throughou!
the United States, toward which this
announcement is directed. An
additional one million dollars
($1,000,000) has been appropriated to
provide direct funding assistance to
community erganizations and agencies
for development and expansion of local
children’s advocacy centers. The one
million dollar appropriation will be
awarded to the Naticnal Network of
Children's Advocacy Centers by OJJDP
under a cocperative agreement to be
awarded in July 1994 for purposes of
providing funds to assist local
communities interested in developing or
expanding local children’s advocacy
centers. It is expected that these funds
will be available in the fall of 1994
through a national competitive
solicitation issued by the National
Network.

The Act requires coordination in (e
delivery of technical assistance by the
Regional Children’s Advocacy Centers
with the activities of local children’s
advocacy centers that are fanded under
the provisions of the Act, codified at 42
U.S.C. 13002. This will be achieved by

e B
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epresentation of the grantees selected
to implement the Regional Children’s
Advocacy Centers on the Board of
pirectors of the National Network as ex
officio members who will also serve on
1 Committee of the Board on Training
snd Technical Assistance.

Goal

To increase the number of facility-
hased multi-disciplinary children’s
advocacy centers for purposes of
providing coordinated, non-
raumatizing services to children and
fimilies who are victims of abuse and
neglect.

Objectives

» To assist communities to develop a
comprehensive, multi-disciplinary
esponse to child abuse that is designed
to meet the needs of child victims and
their families.

» To enhance the skills of volunteers
and professionals staffing multi-
disciplinary, facility-based Children’s
Advocacy Centers. .«

» To provide support for non-
offending family members of child
victims of abuse and neglect.

+ To enhance coordination among
community agencies and professions
involved in the intervention,
prevention, prosecution, and
investigation systems that respond to
child abuse cases.

+ To support national coordination
among children’s advocacy centers for
purposes of maximizing efficient and
effective use of technical assistance and
training resources.

» To facilitate the development and
utilization of training and technical
assistance materials.

o To promote the implementation of
national standards of practice.

Program Strategy

OJIDP will competitively select one
epplicant from each of the four census
regions (Northeast, Midwest, South and
Vest), and award cooperative
agreements of up to $125,000 to each.
The states identified in these regions
are:

Northeast: Maine, New Hampshire,
Vermont, New York, Massachusetts,
Connecticut, Rhode Island,
Pennsylvania, and New Jersey;

South: Maryland, Virginia, North
Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia,
Florida, Alabama, Mississippi,
Louisiana, Tennessee, Kentucky,
Arkansas, Texas, District of Columbia,
Delaware, Oklahoma, and West Virginia;

Midwest: Ohio, Indiana, Michigan,
lllinois, Wisconsin, Missouri, Iowa,
Minnesota, Kansas, Nebraska, South
Dakota, and North Dakota;

West: Montana, Wyoming, Colorado,
New Mexico, Arizona, Utah, Nevada,
Idaho, Oregon, Washington, Alaska,
Hawaii, and California.

While each grantee will participate in.

* national coordination of the Children's

Advocacy Program through
representation on the Board of Directors
of the National Network of Children’s
Advocacy Centers, the primary focus of
each will be on delivery of technical
assistance and training to children’s
advocacy centers, and on communities
interested in establishing multi-
disciplinary, facility-based local
advocacy centers in the census regions
where they are located or are otherwise
designated to serve. Pursuant to the Act,
codified at 42 U.S.C. 13001b(b)(2)(A),
the Regional Children’s Advocacy
Centers will assist communities in:

» Developing a comprehensive, multi-
disciplinary response to child abuse;

» Establishing free-standing facilities
for providing multi-disciplinary services
to child victims and their families;

e Preventing or reducing trauma to
children caused by multiple contacts
with community professionals;

* Providing families with needed
services;

¢ Maintaining open communication
and case coordination among
community professionals and agencies
involved in child protection efforts;

» Coordinating and tracking
investigative, preventive, prosecutorial,
and treatment efforts;

e Supporting effective investigative,
preventive, prosecutorial, and treatment
efforts;

» Enhancing professional skills of
professionals and volunteers who
support local children's advocacy
centers; and

¢ Enhancing community
understanding of child abuse.

Eligibility Requirements

Applicants are invited from local
public and private/non-profit children’s
advocacy agencies and organizations
who can demonstrate the existence of a
combination of two or more of the
following:

o The successful operation of a
facility-based children’s advocacy
center;

e Multi-disciplinary staff experienced
in providing coordinated services to
child victims and non-offending family
members;

e Experience in providing training
and technical assistance to other
children’s advocacy centers;

= National expertise in providing
training and technical assistance to
communities with respect to supporting
the work of professionals and volunteers

providing multi-disciplinary services to
child victims and their families.

Selection Criteria

Applications will initially be screened
to determine if the applicant meets the
eligibility requirements, They will then
be reviewed and rated as a regional
group on the extent to which they meet
the following criteria:

1. Conceptualization of the Problem.
(15 Points) The applicant must
demonstrate a clear understanding of
the status and developmental needs of
children’s advocacy centers in the
census region in which they would
target their services.

2. Statement of Objectives. (10 Points)
The objectives to be achieved by the
project must be clearly defined with a
delineation of the services which would
be provided during this grant period.

3. Project Design. (15 Points) The
procedures, workplan, tasks and
proposed products of the project must
clearly reflect how identified activities
will achieve the stated objectives.

4, Project Management. (10 Points)
The project's management structure and
staffing must be adequate for the
successful implementation and
completion of the project. The
management plan describes a system
whereby logistic activities are handled
in the most efficient and economical
manner.

5. Staffing. (20 Points) The staff must
demonstrate a high degree of expertise
in management and delivery of multi-
disciplinary investigation and
intervention services to victims of child
abuse and their families.

6. Organizational Capability. (20
Points) The applicant organization’s
ability to conduct the project
successfully must be documented in the
proposal. Organizational experience
with facility based, multi-disciplinary
responses to victims of child abuse is
mandatory.

7. Budget. (10 Points) The proposed
budget must be reasonable, allowable
and cost effective with respect to the
activities to be undertaken.

Selection Process

If no acceptable applications are
submitted from one or more of the
designated regions, the next highest
rated application from one of the other
regions may be selected if it is feasible
to provide the required services to the
targeted region.

Award Period

Each project will be funded for 12
months, Additional funding will
depend upon future appropriations and
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satisfactory performance under the Due Date 22, 1994, at Room 709, 633 Indiana

assistance award. i ’ Avenue, NW,, Washington, DC 20531
Applications must be received by

Award Amount nail or delivered to OJJDP by August
Up to $125,000 will be available for
each of the four projects.

John J. Wilson

Acting Administrator, Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

[FR Doc. 94-143873 Filed 6-20-94; 8:45 an
BILLING CODE 4410-18-P
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Aviation Administration

14 CFR Parts 25, 29, 91, 121, 125, and
135

[Docket No. 26180; Amendments No. 25—
82, 29-33, 91-242, 121-239, 125-20, and
135-49]

RIN 2120-AD19

Emergency Locator Transmitters

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration, DOT.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This rule requires that newly
installed emergency locator transmitters
(ELT's) on U.S.-registered aircraft be of
an improved design that meets the
requirements of a revised Technical
Standard Order (TSO) or later TSO's
issued for ELT's. This rule is prompted
by unsatisfactory performance
experienced with avtomatic ELT’s
manufactured under the original TSO.
Further, it addresses certain safety
recommendations made by the National
Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) and
the search and rescue (SAR)
community. The FAA is also adopting
improved standards for survival ELT's.
The rule is expected to have a dramatic
effect on reducing activation failures
and would increase the likelihood of
locating airplanes after accidenis. In
addition, publication of this document
coincides with notice of the FAA’s
withdrawal of manufacturing anthority
for ELT's produced under TSO-C91.
EFFECTIVE DATE: This document is
effective June 21, 1994,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Phil Akers, Aircraft Engineering
Division (AIR-120), Aircraft
Certification Service, Federal Aviation
Administration, 800 Independence
Avenue, SW., Washington, DC 20591;
telephone (202) 267-9571.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

In 1971, responding to a congressional
mandate for rulemaking (Public Law
91-596), the FAA adopted amendments
to parts 25, 29, 91, 121, and 135 of the
Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) to
require the installation and use of ELT’s
that meet the requirements of TSO-C91.
The amendments require that certain
U.S.-registered civil airplanes be
equipped with automatic ELT's. An
automatic ELT is a crash-activated
electronic signaling device used to
facilitate search and rescue efforts in
locating downed aircraft. The ELT’s
crash sensor is commonly called a G-

switch fan actuation device that
operates on acceleration forces
measured in G’s; one G denotes the
acceleration of the earth’s gravity). In
most installations, the ELT is attached
to the aircraft structure as far aft as
practicable in the fuselage in such a
manner that damage to the device will
be minimized in the event of impact.

Certain aircraft, such as turbojet-
powered aircraft and aircraft engaged in
scheduled air carrier operations, are
excepted from this requirement because
they are more readily located after an
accident because they operate within
the air traffic control system and their
operators have filed instrument flight
plans. For example, scheduled air
carriers and turbojet-powered aircraft
use the air traffic control system (ATC)
and air carriers use instrument flight
plans. This rule is applicable to those
airplanes that are most difficult te locate
after an accident. An ELT is particularly
helpfu! in locating an airplane that is
operated by a pilot who does not file a
flight plan or operate within the air
traffic control system.

Survival ELT’s are manually eperated
or automatically actuated upon contact
with water. Survival ELT's are required
ditching equipment for transpart
category airplanes and rotoreraft, as
provided by the operating rules. They
are also required emergency equipment
for extended overwater operations on
aircraft used in air carrier, air taxi, and
commercial operations.

Since the adoption of those
amendments requiring installation of
ELT’s, there has been unsatisfactory
field experience with the automatic
ELT's. Accordingly, the FAA requested
RTCA, Inc. {formerly the Radio
Technical Commission for Aeronautics)
to develop a revised technical standard
that would address false alarms and
improve the failure-to-activate rate for
automatic ELT’s. The RTCA project
produced a minimum operational
performance standard that is referenced
in TSO-C91a, issued in April 1985.
Installation of ELT’s that meet this
improved standard, however, is
voluntary until compliance is required
as specified in this amendment.

NTSB safety recommendations A—78—
5 through A-78-12, issued in 1978, also
addressed ELT problems; they are now
classified by the NTSB as “Closed-
Acceptable Action,” primarily because
TSO-91a was issued. Following the
issuance of the new TSO, in 1987 the
NTSB issued safety recommendation A—
87-104, that recommends existing ELT’s
be replaced with ELT’s that comply
with TSO-C921a by 1989. That safety
recommendation also urged that ELT's

be subject to specific maintenance
requirements.

In October 1990, the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration
(NASA) and the FAA completed a
report entitled, “Current Emergency
Locator Transmitter (ELT) Deficiencies
and Potential Improvements Utilizing
TS0-C91a ELT's”, hereafter referred to
as the FAA/NASA report. This report
consolidates and analyzes most of the
known data on ELT problems and
quantifies the safety problem. General
aviation accident and fatality data from
the NTSB form the cornerstone of the
report. The most significant conclusions
derived from the report show: 23 to 58
lives are lost per year due to ELT
failures; 15 percent of ELT failures are
attributed to poor or no ELT
maintenance; and after excluding lives
lost attributed to maintenance-related
ELT failures, 64 percent or 13 to 31 of
the lives lost each year could be saved
with a complete transition to TSO-C914
ELT's.

Based on the known unsatisfactory
performance of the TSO-C91 ELT’s
during the 1970's and 1980’s, the FAA
issued Notice No. 90-11 {55 FR 12316,
April 2, 1990). This notice proposed
that ELT’s approved under TSO-C913
(or later issued TSO'’s for ELT’s) be
required for all future installations. The
NPRM further proposed that the
manufacture of the TSO-C91 ELT's be
simultaneously terminated with
issuance of a final rule. The term
“future installations™ applies to newly
manufactured airplanes, and to the
replacement of existing ELT’s as they
become unusable or unserviceable.
Additionally, the FAA solicited
conmments on the need for a fleet-wide
ELT replacement program and specific
maintenance requirements. These issues
are addressed below.

Sources of Infermation Referenced
Below

NTSB Recommendations

1. NTSB safety recommendations A-
78-5 through A-78-12, issued 1978;

2. NTSB safety recommendations A-
87-104, issued 1987.

Reference Material

(1) The National Aeronautics and
Space Administration (NASA) and the
FAA, a report entitled, “Current
Emergency Locator Transmitter (ELT)
Deficiencies and Potential
Improvements Utilizing TSO-C91a
ELT's", (FAA/NASA report), October
1990, .

(2) FAA Action Notice A 8150.3 (July
23, 1990).
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Related Activity

(1) Publication of this document
coincides with notice of the FAA's
withdrawal of manufacturing authority
for ELT's produced under TSO-C91.

(2) The Aviation Rulemaking
Advisory Committee (ARAC) has been
tasked to make recommendations
concerning an ELT retrofit policy.

Discussion of Comments

The FAA received 51 written
comments in response to Notice No. 90—
11 from individuals, manufacturers,
equipment users, associations, and
government agencies. Twenty-two
support the proposed rule or its intent
while 20 express concern or
nonsupport. Most of the nonsupport
commenters, however, address the flect-
wide replacement of automatic ELT’s
rather than the proposal for new
installations. Nine of the comments do
not take a position for or against the
proposals; however, they offer
suggestions and advice.

Nineteen of the commenters
supporting the rule represent major
segments of the aviation search and
rescue community such as government
agencies and associations. These
commenters also agree on the
unsatisfactory performance of current
TSO-C91 ELT’s.

Failure to Activate—Automatic ELT's

Eleven of the commenters contributed
information supporting the
implementation of TSO-C91a, and
stated that it would have a dramatic
effect on reducing activation failures
and would increase the likelihood of
locating airplanes after accidents. Most
commenters agreed with the
conclusions identified in the FAA/
NASA report explaining that failure-to-
activate was caused by:

—Insufficient impact deceleration to
cause the crash sensor (G-switch) to
activate the ELT;

—Improper installation;

—Battery problems;

—Fire damage;

—Impact damage;

—Antenna broken/disconnected:;

—Water submersion;

—Unit not armed;

—Internal failure;

—Packing device still installed;

—Remote switch in off position; and

—ELT shielded by wreckage or terrain
(although not an initial failure, this
was listed as another reason for the
ELT not functioning).

An ELT manufacturer states that the
term *“failure to activate” encompasses
two groups of cases that should not be
treated in the same manner. Group 1

situations are those in which the ELT
does not operate after a crash because it
has a mechanical defect or failure.
Group 2 situations are those in which
the ELT does not operate because the
crash forces are insufficient to activate
it. This commenter states that the Group
2 cases should not be classified as ELT
failures because the ELT’s did what they
were supposed to do when they did not
activate. The commenter asserts that any
“failure” associated with the Group 2
cases is a shortcoming of the current
TSO-C91 standard that established the
crash sensor sensitivity specifications.

FAA Response: The FAA agrees with
the manufacturer’s comment about two
causes of failure-to-activate and notes
that the FAA/NASA report addresses
these two situations. The FAA/NASA
report documents well the failures of
ELT’s approved under TSO-C91. As
discussed previously, the most
significant conclusions from the report
are that: (1) 23 to 58 lives are lost each
year due to ELT failures; (2) many of
these failures are caused by poor ELT
maintenance; and (3) a 64 percent
failure rate reduction can be expected
with a complete transition to TSO-C91a
ELT’s. Attachment 1 of the FAA/NASA
report entitled, “Validation of NASA
ELT Reasons for Failure Analysis
Report,” verifies the NTSB data that
provides the cornerstone of the FAA/
NASA report. In addition, the new ELT
TSO—C91a contains revised G-switch
specifications designed to provide
proper activation limits and to minimize
mechanical defects. This new design is
expected to reduce the number of false
alarms and improve the failure-to-
activate rate.

False Alarms—Automatic ELT's

Twenty commenters identified ELT
false alarms as contributing to poor
performance. Several commenters cite
the FAA/NASA report, which
documents the following causes of false
alarms:

—G-switch (crash sensor);
—~Corrosion;

—Incorrect installation of the ELT;
—Human failures or mishandling;
—Heat, water, or radiated interference;
—Accidental operation of the controls;
—Internal failure.

In addition to identifying the causes
of false alarms, members of the Search
and Rescue community (SAR) note the
significant, additional cost of
responding to false alarms, the ability to
respond to real emergencies, the cost to
taxpayers, and the additional,
unnecessary, physical risk to SAR
personnel caused by responding to false
alarms. In its comments, the NTSB

stated that “in a recent SAR mission the
cost incurred, excluding a significant
contribution by volunteers, was $13
million.”

FAA Response: The FAA agrees with
the comments regarding false alarms.
The primary beneficiary of reducing the
number of false alarms would be the
SAR community. A reduction in false
alarms would make more SAR resources
available to aid aircraft in distress. The
resources expended by SAR on false
alarms would be significantly reduced.
The FAA expects that the current
number of false alarms will be reduced
by 75 percent with implementation of
TSO-91a and a mandatory inspection
and maintenance program. However, as
stated in the FAA/NASA report, the
FAA cannot quantify the benefits in
lives to be saved. A reduction in the
number of false alarms would result in
the Air Force Rescue Coordination
Center (AFRCC) spending less time
analyzing the validity of thousands of
signals that occur annually on the 121.5
Mhz frequency. Thus, it is reasonable to
presume that if the pre-rescue
preparation time were reduced,
additional lives could be saved.

Replacement Time and Costs

Although the FAA did not propose
the replacement of existing ELT’s with
models of newer design, in Notice No.
90-11, the agency solicited opinion
from affected users regarding a proposed
time frame for a near-term retrofit
program. Twenty-one commenters
address the time that should be
permitted for mandatory replacement of
existing ELT’s with those approved
under TSO-C91a. Seven commenters
call for a “voluntary” replacement. In
general, the SAR community proposes
four years. Most commenters
acknowledge that a manatory timetable
for replacement is necessary to realize
the benefits of this second-generation
ELT.

Twenty-six commenters express
concern over the direct replacement cost
of existing TSO-C91 ELT’s with TSO-
C91a ELT’s.

FAA Response: The FAA does not
agree with the recommendations
concerning voluntary replacement. The
FAA evisions this final rule addressing
new installations to be the first step in
the much-needed transition to the
improved ELT’s. Even though the FAA
conducted an extensive education
program in the 1980’s through the FAA
Back-to-Basics Program, seminars,
advisory material, and pamphlets, the
FAA estimates that fewer than five
percent of potential users voluntarily
installed the improved ELT’s. Although
a voluntary replacement program may
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be less costly, resolution of the failure
to activate and false alarm problems
would not be timely.

The Aviation RuKsmaking Advisory
Committee (ARAC) has been tasked to
make recommendations concerning the
retrofit of ELT’s in the entire fleet. For
a detailed description of this task, see
the ARAC notice published at 58 FR
16574, March 29, 1993.

Automatic ELT Replacement

Integration of 406 Mhz ELT's

Nineteen commenters recommend
using the 406 Mhz ELT because it has
significant technical improvements over
the 121.5/243 Mhz ELT equipment
system. Commenters also noted that 406
Mhz ELT’s are compatible with the
Search and Rescue Satellite-Aided
Tracking System (COSPAS-SARSAT).
Several commenters submitted data
indicating that the COSPAS/SARSAT
system has proven to be an effective tool
in detecting and locating both maritime
and aeronautical distress incidents. The
data further show that this satellite
system had been credited with saving
more than 1,700 lives since it was
commissioned in 1982. In many of these

. distress cases, the satellite system was
the only means of detecting the distress
signal. The commenters assert that
improvements in ELT equipment, both
on the 121.5 Mhz and 406 Mhz
frequencies, will increase the accuracy
of location, reduce the time required to
provide information to the Rescue
Coordination Centers, reduce the effects
of interference, reduce the number of
false alerts on 121.5 Mhz, and improve
satellite coverage of all areas in the
United States.

Most commenters support use of an
improved 121.5/2430 Mhz ELT or the
improved ELT that includes 406 Mhz
capability. The NTSB further advocates
a fleet-wide mandatory conversion to
the 406 Mhz standard.

FAA Response: In October, 1992, the
United States responded te an
International Civil Aviation
Organization (ICAQ) letter requesting
comments on ELT carriage
requirements. The United States
recommended the use of 406 Mhz
ELT’s.

To accelerate the introduction of the
406 Mhz capability, and te provide an
acceptable standard of eertification for
ELT's, the FAA issued TSO-C126 on
December 23, 1992, The intended
configuration of the 406 Mhz ELT can
be accomplished by either of two
approaches: (1) Installation of a stand-
alone 406 Mhz ELT to augment an
existing 121.5/243.0 Mhz ELT
installation; or (2] Installation of an

integrated 121.5/406 Mhz ELT, or an
integrated 121.5/243.0/406 Mhz ELT of
which the 121.5 or the 121.5/243.0
portion meets the requirements of TSO-
C91a. TSO-C126 provides a standard for
significant performance and information
improvements for ELT's and these
improvements are expected to permit
more effective and timely SAR response
after aircraft accidents.

A 406 Mhz ELT would operate at
much higher power levels than a 121.5/
243.0 Mhz ELT. Lithium chemistry
batteries appear to be the only likely
power source. The FAA is concerned
about the safety characteristics of these
batteries and has placed some initial
guidance material in TSO-C126 to aid
approving lithium batteries. Currently,
RTCA Special Committee 168 is
developing a standard for the various
kinds of lithium batteries that could be
used in aircraft. The FAA plans to use
the RTCA standard as a basis for a
future TSO,

The 121.5/243 Mhz ELT"s approved
under TSO-C91a are expected to be
effective when used in conjunction with
the U.S. National Airspace and SAR
systems. Therefore, the FAA
recommends, but does not require,
carriage of 408 Mhz ELT's. Voluntary
use of the 406 Mhz ELT’s would provide
a definite enhancement over the
minimum requirements of the Federal
Aviation Regulations. There may be
even more life-saving benefits derived
from the 406 Mhz ELT for those
operations conducted over water and in
remole areas; therefors, the FAA
encourages installation of the 406 Mhz
ELT slthough the 121.5/243 Mhz will
continue to be used.

Costs of Automatic and Survival ELT’s

Five commenters express concern
over the additional cost of automatic
TSO-C91a ELT's required for new
installations. The General Aviation
Manufacturers Association indicates
that the estimated $75 installation cost
in Notice No. 90-11 is inappropriate. It
claims that a realistic estimate for parts
and labor is $750.

With regard to survival ELT"s, Dayton-
Granger, Inc. and the DME Corporation
currently estimate the cost of survival
ELT's at approximately $900. Both
companies plan to manufacture ELT"s
approved to the TSO-C91a standard.
The Air Transport Association of
America (ATA) states that its member
airlines estimate the cost of the TSO—
C91a survival ELT’s to be $4,193 to
$4.662 per aireraft. Additionally, it
states that the new TSO standards are
unnecessary because there are no
problems with the current survival
ELT's.

FAA Response: The FAA based its
cost estimates on estimates provided by
manufacturers of auxhorizecr equipment.
ARNAV Systems, Inc., whose automatic
ELT is now marketed by Artex Aircraft
Supplies, Inc., cbtained TSO-C91a
approval for the model ELS-10 in
October 1986 and for a lower cost
model, the ELT-100, in March 1988.
These automatic ELT’s sell for
approximately $300 and $350
respectively, and have beneficial design
enhancements, such as built-in test
equipment. Narco Avionics, Inc.,
obtained approval for its automatic
model ELT-910 in June 1889, and is
marketing it for approximately $400.
Since the issuance of Notice No. 80-11,
ACK Technologies, Inc., received
approval for its automatic Model E-01
ELT in May 1990; the list price for this
ELT is $279. According to this
manufacturer, a selling price of less than
$200 may be possible, once full
production is underway. Several other
ELT manufacturers have expressed an
interest in producing low-cost TSO-
C91a ELT’s.

This rulemaking applies only to “new
installations;” therefore, the FAA has
attempted to minimize direct costs to
operators while enhancing operators’
safety. In Notice 90-11 the FAA
estimated that automatic ELT's would
cost an additional $150 to $400 per unit,
and that survival ELT’s would cost an
additional $875 to $1,225 per unit.
However, as a result of analyzing more
recent data received from ELT
manufacturers, the FAA has reduced its
estimates of incremental costs.
Automatic ELT's are estimated to cast
an additional $50 to $200 per unit, and
survival ELTs are estimated to cost an
additional $250 to $750 per unit.
Conversely, the FAA has increased its
estimate of incremental installation
costs for automatic ELT's from $75 to
$150 per unit.

G-Switch

Eight commenters express concern
about the design specifications of the
TSO-C91a crash sensor, known as a G-
switch. These eight commenters agree
that the current TSO-C91 G-switch
needs improvement because it is the
primary cause of an ELT's failure to
activate. Several commenters note that
the FAA/NASA report estimates a 95
percent rate of effectiveness increase
expected from using the TSO-C91a G-
switch.

FAA Response: On the basis of the
current performance of TSO-C91a ELT
installations and the conclusions
reported in the FAA/NASA report, the
FAA determined that TSO—C91a
provides an adequate G-switch
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specification for sensing an airplane
crash and would minimize the number
of activation failures and false
activations. In the event of false
activation, the ELT monitor would alert
the pilot or ground personnel.
Additionally, the RTCA has determined
that the TSO—C91a standard is an
appropriate specification to be included
in the RTCA/DO-204 standard for 406
Mhz ELT's.

Batteries

Seven commenters specifically raise
the issue of batteries as a factor in ELT's
poor performance. Several commenters
indicate that an alternative to lithium
chemistry batteries is needed and
additional battery research should be
conducted. Suggestions for new battery
types ranged from use of solar batteries
to use of size “D” batteries.

FAA Response: The FAA has found
that most battery problems can be
eliminated if aircraft owners ensure that
the ELT and its battery receive a proper
inspection as discussed in the next
section, ELT Maintenance. The status of
FAA requirements for lithium batteries
was discussed previously.

ELT Maintenance

Consistent with the FAA/NASA
report, 19 commenters note lack of
proper maintenance as a contributing
cause of the current unsatisfactory
performance of TSO-C91 ELT's. Most of
the commenters agree that scheduled
inspection of ELT"s is necessary to
reduce the number of false alarms and
to ensure their proper working order.
The NTSB, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
ACK Technology, Inc., and The National
Association for Search and Rescue
(NASAR) call for mandatory
inspections.

FAA Response: The FAA agrees with
these comments concerning ELT
maintenance and with NTSB
recommendation, A-87-104, that
recommended replacing TSO-C91 ELT’s
with TSO-C91a ELT’s. The FAA/NASA
report also concludes that an inspection
and maintenance program for ELTs is
necessary. As discussed in the
background section of this preamble, an
estimated 15 percent of ELT failures
have been maintenance related.

The FAA already provides for
mandatory ELT inspections in the
regulations and in TSO’s. Meeting the
inspection requirements is a
responsibility shared among the
manufacturer, the inspector, and the
aircraft owner or operator. Maintenance
of ELT's is a major issue; accordingly,
this section will digress from discussion
of the comments to emphasize these

requirements. This is necessary so that
users understand the FAA's
requirements concerning ELT
maintenance.

ELT Maintenance Requirements—An
Explanation

Subpart E of Part 91 provides
inspection and maintenance
requirements for the continued
airworthiness of the aircraft and all of
its ccmponents. Also, § 91.207, of
subpart C, requires that each ELT be in
an operable condition and provides
specific requirements for battery
replacement. Technical Standard Order
C91a requires that instructions for
periodic maintenance, which are

-necessary for the ELT’s continued

airworthiness, be provided with each
unit manufacturec? under the TSO.
These instructions must contain specific
information to ensure that appropriately
rated persons will be able to inspect and
maintain ELT's in an airworthy
condition to meet the needs of the flying
public and the SAR community.
Manufacturers of the earlier (TSO-C91)
ELT’s, however, were not required to
submit periodic maintenance
instructions to the FAA with their TSO
approval applications. Therefore, the
content and usefulness of instructions
provided with TSO-C91 ELT’s may
vary, depending on the approach used
by each manufacturer. T

Section 43.13(a) requires persons
performing inspections and other
maintenance to use the manufacturers’
instructions or other instructions
acceptable to the FAA Administrator.
The aircraft owner or operator is
responsible for ensuring that the ELT is
included in these inspections and is
maintained accordingly. To provide
guidance on improving ELT
maintenance, Action Notice A 8310.1,
recommending a specific supplemental
inspection procedure for ELT’s, was
issued to all FAA field personnel in
September 1988. This information was
also included in the February 1989 issue
of Advisory Circular 43-16, General
Aviation Airworthiness Alerts, and
reissued in Action Notice A 8150.3 on
July 23, 1990. This Action Notice
applies to ELT’s authorized under both
TSO-C91 and TSO-CY1a.

To summarize the notice, the
inspection procedure can be
accomplished by making a close
examination of the ELT, its battery pack,
and antenna. The signal emissions and
G-switch must also be checked.

If the ELT’s antenna is radiating a
signal, it can be heard on any frequency
through a low-cost AM radio held about
six inches from the ELT’s antenna, The
aircraft’s VHF receiver or a check with

an airport control tower may also be
used to verify the ELT signal on the
121.5 Mhz frequency. An airplane’s
VHF receiver is located very close to the
ELT, and it is sensitive; therefore, it
does not check the integrity of the ELT
together with its antenna. Consequently,
using the airplane’s VHF receiver does
not provide the same level of confidence
in verifying the ELT signal as using the
AM radio or tower check. The ELT
transmits on the emergency frequency,
therefore, the signal check must be
conducted within the first five minutes
after any hour and it must be limited to
three sweeps of the trgnsmitter’s audio
signal, in order not to send false alarm

sig[r‘lals.

o check the G-switch of most TSO-
C81 ELT's, the unit is removed from its
mounting and given a quick rap with
the hand in the direction of activation
indicated on the ELT case. For TSO-
C91a ELT’s, however, a throwing
motion is used, coupled with a rapid
reversal,

Finally, although the antenna and G-
switch checks are not measured checks
and do not quantify the adequacy of the
G-switch or the power output of the
antenna, they do provide an acceptable
level of confidence that the ELT is
functioning properly.

In respor%s% topN‘I}éB recommendation
A—87-104, the findings of the FAA/
NASA report, and the comments to this
rulemaking, the FAA is clarifying what
must be done for an ELT to be
considered in “operable condition™ as
found in § 91.207(a)(1) by adding a new
paragraph (d). Although paragraph (d) is
new, it is written in accordance with
current regulations and guidance, as
discussed earlier under, “ELT
Maintenance Requirements—An
Explanation”. Specifically, the new
regulation § 91.207(a)(1)(d), describes
how to inspect an ELT under Part 43,
Appendix D, paragraph (i), and requires
that it be accomplished within 12
calendar months after the last
inspection. The Appendix D
requirements are non-specific in nature
because they apply to all components of
the radio group, which includes the
ELT's. The 12-month requirement
accommodates those airplanes
maintained under either an annual or a
progressive inspection program and
could be accomplished under the
provisions of any other program
approved by the Administrator under
§91.409. The FAA has determined that
this clarification is not an additional
requirement that would entail
additional rulemaking and an economic
evaluation. The FAA has determined
that this additional information should
be included in part 91 to reinforce to
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airplane owners and inspectors what the
FAA expects when an ELT is inspected.

“Approved” as Opposed to “TSO-
Approved”

Three commenters express concern
over the meaning of the word
“approved” in the proposed language of
the ELT rules. One commenter indicates
that this rulemaking procedure may
“establish a precedent for future mass
terminations of TSO authorizations,
without going through the rulemaking
process.” Another commenter requests
that the FAA refer to a particular TSO
number instead of using the generic
language, “‘approvet TSO.”

FAA Response: The FAA intends to
clarify the certification process with
regard to the regulations and TSO's.
Since the effective date of Amendment
21-50 to part 21 (September 9, 1980),
The FAA's TSO revision program has
been eliminating TSO's from the
rulemaking process and eliminating
references to specific TSO'’s from the
regulations. The TSO revision makes it
possible for the public to use the most
up-to-date TSO or other standards that
are found acceptable during the
certification of a particular piece of
equipment. When specific TSO
standards are designated in a regulation,
other TSQO'’s or standards are
automatically excluded. As stated in
Notice No. 90-11, “This rule replaces
specific references to TSO-C91 in the
FAR with ‘an approved ELT that is in
operable condition’,” and withdraws all
TSO-C91 authorizations issued to ELT
manufacturers. In effect, this would
allow TSO-C91a, or any subsequent
TSO’s issued for ELT's, to be used as a
basis for compliance with the FAR.
Using the language “approved” is
consistent with the FAA’s responsibility
to eliminate dated references to
re%,l\;la!ions.

henever a material, part, process, or
appliance is required to be “approved,”
it must be approved under the Federal
Aviation Regulations. The approval can
be obtained in one of the following
ways: (1) under a Parts Manufacturer
Approval; (2) in conjunction with type
certification procedures for a product,
including approvals granted by a
supplemental type certificate; (3) under
a Technical Standard Order
authorization; or (4) in any other
manner approved by the Administrator.

Of these approval methods, TSO’s
contain minimum performance and
yuality control standards for specified
articles (material, part, process, or
appliance). The standards for each TSO
are those the Administrator finds
necessary to ensure that the article
concerned will operate satisfactorily.

Compliance with a TSO is only one
method of obtaining an approval and its
use is not mandatory; therefors, the
standards contained in the TSO are not
mandatory but are a way of obtaining
approval for a particular article.

Miscellaneous Comments

An ELT manufacturer requests that
the word “transmitter” be added to
§91.207(c)(2) for consistency with the
rest of the section.

FAA Response: The FAA agrees; this
word has already been incorporated into
§91.207(c)(2).

One commenter encourages
integration with the European
Organization for Civil Aviation
Electronics.

In addition, the National Business
Aircraft Association, Inc., expresses
concern over the prematurity of the
FAA's rulemaking and states that the
ramifications of other equipment such
as the international Automatic
Dependent Surveillance (ADS) system
used to indicate the location of other
aircraft must be fully understood. The
NTSB calls for integration with ICAO
efforts in establishing ELT carriage
requirements.

‘AA Response: The FAA disagrees

" with the National Business Aircraft

Association’s comment that this rule is
premature. The FAA will no longer
delay this final rule because there will
always be new technology on the
horizon. The rule is in agreement with
the ICAO requirements, including
recent changes pertaining to ELT’s. The
FAA is a strong supporter of the search
and rescue satellite system (COSPAS/
SARSAT). In addition, the ELT program,
as outlined in this rulemaking, takes
into account national and international
issues and these considerations were
integrated into the justification for this
rule.

Three commenters request field
testing of TSO-C81a ELT’s to confirm
their potential costs and benefits before
their use is mandated. Four commenters
call for additional research on ELT’s.
For example, the General Aviation
Manufacturers Association (GAMA)
requests further research on TSO-C91a
G-switches and battery technology.

FAA Response: The FAA agrees with
the intent of these comments on the
need for appropriate research and field
testing. Transport Canada, the Canadian
counterpart of the United States
Department of Transportation, is
currently field testing 130 ARNAV
ELT’s. Usable results may not be
available until late 1993. The FAA is
working with Transport Canada on its
ELT improvement program and with
other government as well as non-

government organizations on
maximizing ELT knowledge. However,
in view of the Canadian study and
numerous studies documented in the
FAA/NASA report, including an FAA
ELT maintenance survey on repair
stations, the FAA has determined that
there is no need for research on new
issues before regulatory action is taken.
Additional research would only delay
the installation of improved ELT’s
without any clear expectation of
improvement over the TSO-C91a
specification.

One commenter encourages the FAA
to expand its ELT educational effort to
install more reliable ELT's. NASA
suggests that all pilots be required to
monitor the 121.5 Mhz frequency as part
of the shutdown procedure in aircraft
that do not have a cockpit monitor.

FAA Response: The FAA agrees with
the intent of both of these comments.
Working with organizations such as the
Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association,
the FAA has been actively promoting
the public’s awareness of potential
problems with ELT’s. A pamphlet
entitled, “Attention to ELT’s: Insurance
To Life” has been distributed to all
active U.S. pilots. This pamphlet
addresses the ELT false alarm problem
and recommends that a pilot-in-
command monitor the 121.5 Mhz
frequency prior to engine shutdown.
This information contained in the
pamphlet and ELT inspection
procedures are discussed at pilot safety
seminars and have been incorporated in
the FAA Back-To-Basics program.

The NASA report suggested that the
pilot be required to check the 121.5 Mhz
frequency before leaving the airplane.

One commenter requests that tow
planes be excepted from the
requirements because they often are
operated under harsh conditions that
could trigger false alarms.

FAA Response: The FAA agrees and
the final rule does not change the ELT
requirements for tow planes. Those
airplanes that are currently excepted
may continue operations without an
ELT.

The ATA concludes, given the
operating procedures of transport
category aircraft, that benefits to the
travelling public from automatic ELT’s
would be very limited. A complete
replacement of its members’ fleets by
1995 would cost $14 million.

FAA Response: Survival ELT’s, rather
than automatic ELT’s, are required in
transport category aircraft. Currently,
automatic ELT’s are not required on
transport category aircraft.

One commenter suggests that a fine be
used as a penalty for an ELT false alarm
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resulting from the pilot's failure to
maintain the ELT.

FAA Response: The suggestion is
beyond the scope of this rulemaking.

Another commenter suggests that
insurance considerations should be the
driving force to motivate aircraft owners
to install ELT’s, rather than the FAA
mandating ELTs,

FAA Response: The FAA disagrees
and is not convinced that insurance
considerations alone would assure a
100-percent installation rate. Moreover,
in 1971, Congress passed a law that
requires the installation and use of
ELT’s on most aircraft.

Finally, one commenter interprets the
language “‘unusable or unserviceable” in
Notice No. 90-11 to mean that
replacement would be required for a
T5O-C91 ELT when it needed a battery
change or was removed for routine
schedu!ed maintenance.

FAA Response: The FAA intends that
the term “unusable or unserviceable” be
given its everyday meaning so as to
require replacement only when the ELT
cannot be repaired. Thus, the TSO-C91
ELT would not need replacement when
it can be serviced with routine
maintenance.

Impact of the Rule
Summary of the Amendments

In summary, effective six months after
publication of this Final Rule, the FAA
is withdrawing TSO-C91 authorizations
for automatic ELT"s; therefore, the TSO-
C91 model ELT's may not be
manufactured after that date. Current
production of unsold TSO-C91 ELT's
for general aviation airplanes is
sufficiently small so that accumulation
of inventaries is unlikely. This
inventory is expected to be depleted by
the time this rule becomes effective. The
preamble to Notice No. 90-11
specifically stated that the FAA
proposed to require installation of an
improved ELT that meets the
requirements of a revised TSO, and to
terminate approval to use ELT’s .
authorized under the original TSO-C91.
Although the notice stated that the new
equipment would be required for future
installations, language to that effect did
not appear in the proposed amendment.
To carry out this intent, § 91.207(a)(1)
and (a)(2) are revised to state that ELT's
meeting the applicable requirements of
TS0-C91 may no longer be installed.

Another change is being made to
paragraph (a)(2) of § 91.207 to correct an
error that inadvertently occurred when
former § 91.52 was revised and
renumbered as § 91.207 during the
recodification of part 91 in 1990. Former
paragraph (b)(4) of §91.52 (the

predecessor to paragraph (a)(2) of
§91.207) contained a reference to three
preceding paragraphs. That is,
paragraph (a){1){i) was included in the
subject reference. The reference also
should have included paragraphs
(a)(1)(ii) and (a)(1)(iii). This correction is
effected by replacing the reference to
“(a)(2)(i)” with “(a)(1)”, which
subsumes all of the provisions of
paragraph (a)(1) into the reference.

With regard to survival ELT’s, the
TSO authorization withdrawal will
become effective two years after
publication of this final rule. The FAA
is allowing additional time for the
manufacturers of survival ELT’s to begin
producing, and for operators to begin
installing, TSO-C81a ELT's. For new
installations, the new requirements
include satellite compatibility, crash
survivability, and certain environmental
specifications (temperature, water
resistance, etc.) that will provide
definite improvement at reasonable
costs.

Finally, a change is made to
§§121.339, 121.353, 125.209, and
135.167 to correct inadvertent errors
that were made when the applicable
parts were codified in 1971 and 1980.
These sections refer to survival ELT’s
and specifically describe the timely
replacement of transmitter batteries.
Currently, these sections state that the
transmitter batteries must be replaced
when the transmitter has been in use for
more than one hour and when 50
percent of its useful life has expired
(according to the specific expiration
date). The FAA has always intended
and enforced these regulations
concerning survival ELT's to prescribe a
change of transmitter batteries when
either the battery has been in use for
more than one hour or, when 50 percent
of its useful life has expired. This
correction is consistent with § 91.207
regarding automatic ELT's.

Technical Standard Order

Published simultaneously with this
rule, the FAA, pursuant to § 21.621 of
the Federal Aviation Regulations, is *
withdrawing each TSO authorization to
the extent that it authorizes the holder
to identify or mark ELT's with TSO-
€91, effective six months after the
publication of this rule for automatic
ELT's, and effective two years after
publication of this rule for survival
ELT’s.

Regulatory Evaluation Summary

Proposed changes to Federal
regulations must undergo several
economic analyses. First, Executive
Order 12866 directs that each Federal
agency shall propose or adopt a

regulation only upon a reasoned
determination that the benefits of the
intended regulation justify its costs.
Second, the Regulatory Flexibility Act
of 1980 requires agencies to analyze the
economic effect of regulatory changes
on small entities. Third, the Office of
Management and Budget directs
agencies to assess the effects of
regulatory changes on international
trade. In conducting these analyses, the
FAA has determined that this rule: (1)
Will generate benefits that justify its
costs and is not a significant regulatory
action as defined in the Executive
Order; (2) is significant as defined in
DOT’s Policies and Procedures; (3) will
not have a significant impact on a
substantial number of small entities;
and (4) will not constitute a barrier to
international trade. These analyses,
available in the docket, are summarized
below.,

Costs—Automatic ELT’s

Based on the comments received in
response to the NPRM, the FAA has
revised its estimates of the rule’s costs.
The FAA now estimates that the
incremental selling price of new ELT’s
will be $125 per unit above those of old
ELT's and that the incremental
installation costs will be $150 per unit.
The FAA has also re-estimated
automatic ELT acquisitions to 3,500
units annually, including units installed
on new airplanes and replacements on
existing airplanes. Applying these
revised estimates to the first 20 years of
the rule (1995-2014), the costs of
automatic ELT's will total $18.3 million
(or $10.2 million in 1993 dollars at 1994
discounted present value).

Costs—Survival ELT’s

Recent efficiencies in production
techniques have reduced the costs from
those estimated in the NPRM. As a
result, the incremental acquisition cost
of survival ELT's is estimated to total
$500 per unit. The FAA estimates that,
during the 1996-2015 evaluation
period, 3,081 new survival ELT’s will be
installed, costing $1.5 million (or $0.8
million, discounted).

Benefits—Automatic ELT's

Based on the findings of the FAA/
NASA report (cited earlier), significant
improvements in ELT effectiveness will
reduce the time required to locate
downed airplanes and, concomitantly,
improve the chances of saving seriously
injured crash survivors. Additional
benefits will be realized from reducing
false alarms.

The report’s most significant
conclusions are that: 23 to 58 lives are
lost per year due to ELT's failure-to-
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operate; 12 to 18 percent of these are
attributed to poor or no maintenance;
and, with 100 percent TSO-C91a
installations, a 64 percent failure rate
reduction can be expected. In addition,
a 75 percent reduction in false alarms is
likely with all new units in place
(although not directly specified in the
report, this evaluation estimates that 25
percent of false alarms, in contrast to the
12 to 18 percent of ELT failures-to-
operate, are attributable to poor or no
maintenance).

Consequently, using the midpoints of
the range of lives lost (41) and the range
attributed to maintenance failures (15
percent), 22 or more lives could be
saved annually if all TSO-C91 ELT’s
were replaced with TSO-C81a ELT's (41
x (1-.15) x .64), decreasing to
approximately 18 annually as general
aviation activity decreases during the
20-year evaluation period. Since ELT
replacements will take place gradually
over time, avoided fatalities will not
reach their full potential for several
years after the period. Nevertheless, 81
fatalities are expected to be avoided
during the 20-year period following
promulgation of the rule, valued at $209
million ($86.4 million discounted),

The additional benefits expected from
reduced false alarms are calculated as
follows. False alarms are estimated to
cost approximately $4.3 million
annually (based on a $3.5 million
estimate for 1987 by the Air Force
Rescue Coordination Center, adjusted to
1993 dollars), Excluding the 25 percent
of false alarms attributable to
maintenance-related problems, the
expected reduction in false alarm costs
totals $2.4 million annually ($4.3
million x .75 x (1—.25)). Teking into
account the gradual, increasing
percentage of the fleet equipped with
new ELT’s over the 1995-2014
evaluation period, these benefits are
projected to total $8.9 million ($3.7
million discounted).

Benefits—Survival ELT's

There is no direct evidence of lives
lost as a result of delays in reaching
survivors because of defective survival
ELT's; however, such occurrences are
possible. Historical data indicate that an
average of 61 preventable drownings
occur per 10-year period in parts 121
and 135 operations. Over the course of
the 1996-2015 evaluation period, only
one life needs to be saved in order for
the benefits of new survival ELT’s to
exceed the $0.8 million in discounted
COosts.

Comparison of Cost and Benefits

Costs and benefits summarized below
are for the evaluation period 1995-2015

in terms of 1993 dollars at 1994
discounted present value. Automatic
ELT's are estimated to have incremental
costs totalling $10.2 million and
benefits of $80.1 million, yielding a
benefit-to-cost ratio of 8.8 to 1.
Incremental costs of survival ELT’s are
estimated to total $0.8 million, requiring
the avoidance of only one fatality in
order to be cost-beneficial.

Regulatory Flexibility Determination

The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980
(RFA) was enacted by Congress to
ensure that small entities are not
unnecessarily and disproportionately
burdened by government regulations.
The FRA requires agencies to review
rules that may have “a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities.” FAA Order
2100.14A, Regulatory Flexibility Criteria
and Guidanco, establishas small entity
size and cost level thresholds for
complying with RFA review
requirements in FAA rulemaking
actions.

The small entities potentially affected
by the rule are Part 121, Part 125, and
Part 135 operators that own nine or
fewer aircraft, which is the size
threshold for aircraft operators
considered small entities by the FAA.
The annual cost thresholds are $119,500
for operators of scheduled services with
entire fleets having a seating capacity of
over 60; $66,800 for other scheduled
operators; and $4,700 for unscheduled
operators. A substantial number of small
entities is a number which is not less
than eleven and which is more than
one-third ofthe small entities subject to
the rule.

The only type of entity with the
potential to sustain a significant
economic impact as a result of this rule
is an unscheduled operator. Such an
operator would have to purchase at least
ten ELT's in a year in order to exceed
the $4,700 threshold. The rule will not
have a significant economic impact on
a substantial number of small
unscheduled operators because most
suchioperators own five or fewer
airplanes each, and it is unlikely that at
least 11 of them representing more than
one-third of the total will purchase ten
new ELT's in any given year.

International Trade Impact Statement

The rule will have little or no impact
on trade for either U.S. firms doing
business in foreign countries or foreign
firms doing business in the United
States. Foreign air carriers are
prohibited from operating between
points within the United States.
Therefore, they will not gain any
competitive advantage over U.S.

carriers. In international operations,
foreign air carriers are not expected to
realize any cost advantage over U.S.
carriers because the differential in costs
between the existing and new ELT rule
will not be significant enough to have
an adverse impact on the international
operations of U.S. carriers. Further,
general aviation operations conducted
in the United States are not in any direct
competition with foreign enterprises.
For these reasons, the FAA does not
expect that the rule will result in any
international trade impact.

Federalism Implications

The regulations herein will not have
substantial direct effects on the States,
on the relationship between the national
government and the States, or on the
distribution of power and
responsibilities among the varicus
levels of government. Therefore, in
accordance with Executive Order 12612,
it is determined that this final rule does
not have sufficient federalism
implications to warrant the preparation
of a Federalism Assessment,

Conclusion

The FAA has determined that the
potential benefits of the regulation
outweigh its potential costs and that it
is not a significant regulatory action
under Executive Order 12866. In
addition, this rule will not have a
significant economic impact, positive or
negative, on a substantial number of
small entities under the criteria of the
Regulatory Flexibility Act. This rule is
considered significant under DOT
Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44
FR 11034; February 26, 1979) because it
concerns a matter of substantial public
interest. A regulatory evaluation of the
rule, including a Regulatory Flexibility
Determination and an International
Trade Impact Analysis, has been placed
in the docket. A copy may be obtained
by contacting the person identified
under FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT.

List of Subjects
14 CFR Part 25

Aircraft, Aviation safety, Air
transportation, Safety
14 CFR Part 29

Aircraft, Aviation safety, Air
transportation, Safety
14 CFR Part 91

Air carriers, Aircraft, Airworthiness

directives and standards, Aviation
safety, Safety, Aircraft
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14 CFR Part 121

Air carriers, Aircraft, Aircraft pilots,
Airmen, Airplanes, Aviation safety, Air
transportation, Common carriers, Safety,
Transportation

14 CFR Part 125

Aircraft, Airmen, Airplanes, Airports,
Air transportation, Airworthiness, Pilots

14 CFR Part 135

Air carriers, Aircraft, Airplanes,
Airmen, Airspace, Aviation safety, Air
taxi, Air transportation, Airworthiness,
Pilots, Safety, Transportation.

The Amendments

In‘consideration of the foregoing, the
Federal Aviation Administration
amends 14 CFR Parts 25, 29, 91, 121,
125, and 135 as follows:

PART 25—AIRWORTHINESS
STANDARDS: TRANSPORT
CATEGORY AIRPLANES

1. The authority citation for Part 25 is
revised to read as follows:

Autherity: 49 U.S.C. App. 1344, 1354(a),
1355, 1421, 1423, 1424, 1425, 1428, 1429,
1430; 49 U.S.C. 106(g).

2. Section 25.1415(d) is revised to
read as follows:

§25.1415 Ditching equipment.
» * - - »

(d) There must be an approved
survival type emergency locator
transmitter for use in one life raft.

* * * *

PART 28—AIRWORTHINESS
STANDARDS: TRANSPORT
CATEGORY ROTORCRAFT

3. The authority citation for Part 29 is
revised to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. App. 1344, 1354(a),
1355, 1421, 1423, 1424, 1425, 1428, 1429,
1430; 49 U.S.C. 106(g).

4. Section 29,1415(d) is revised to
read as follows:

§29.1415 Ditching equipment.

Rl * » >

(d) There must be an approved
survival type emergency locator
transmitter for use in one life raft.

PART 81—GENERAL OPERATING AND
FLIGHT RULES

5. The authority citation for Part 91 is
revised to read as follows:

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.; 49 U.S.C.
pp. 1301(7), 1303, 1344, 1348, 1352-1355,
1401, 1421-1431, 1471, 1472, 1502, 1510,
1522, 2121-2125, 2157, 2158; 49 U.S C.
106(g); articles 12, 29, 31, and 32(a) of the
Lonvention on International Civil Aviation

(61 stat. 1180); E.O. 11514, 35 FR 4247, 3
CFR, 1966-1970 Comp.. p.920.

6. Section 91.207 is amended by
revising paragraph (a) introductory text,
paragraph (a)(1) introductory text,
paragraph (a)(2), and paragraph (c) (2) to
read as follows:

§91.207 Emergency locator transmitters.
(a) Except as provided in paragraphs
(e) and (f) of this section, no person may
operate a U.S.-registered civil airplane

unless—

(1) There is attached to the airplane
an approved automatic type emergency
locator transmitter that is in operable
condition for the following operations:

(2) For operations other than those
specified in paragraph (a)(1) of this
section, there must be attached to the
airplane an approved personal type or
an approved automatic type emergency
locator transmitter that is in operable
condition.

((‘) * &

(2) When 50 percent of their useful
life (or, for rechargeable batteries, 50
percent of their useful life of charge) has
expired, as established by the
transmitter manufacturer under its
approval.

» * » »

7. Section 91,207 is amended by
redesignating paragraph (e) as paragraph
(), by redesignating paragraph (d) as
paragraph (e); the reference “(d)" in the
concluding text of the redesignated
paragraph (e)(2) is removed and “(e)” is
added in its place; and a new paragraph
(d) is added to read as follows:

§91.207 Emergency locator transmitters.
* ~ - - ~

(d) Each emergency locator
transmitter required by paragraph (a) of
this section must be inspected within 12
calendar months after the Jast
inspection for—

(1) Proper installation;

(2) Battery corrosion;

(3) Operation of the controls and
crash sensor; and

(4) The presence of a sufficient signal
radiated from its antenna,

* * = B -

PART 121—CERTIFICATION AND
OPERATIONS: DOMESTIC, FLAG, AND
SUPPLEMENTAL AIR CARRIERS AND
COMMERCIAL OPERATORS OF
LARGE AIRCRAFT

8. The authority citation for Part 121
continves to read as follows:
Autherity: 45 U.S.C. app. 1354(a), 1355,

1356, 1357,1401, 14211430, 1472, 1485,
and 1502; 49 U.S.C. 106(g).

9. Section 121.339(a)(4) is revised to
read as follows:

§121.339 Emergency equipment for
extended overwater operaticns.

(a). L

(4) An approved survival type
emergency locator transmitter, Batteries
used in this transmitter must be
replaced (or recharged, if the battery is
rechargeable) when the transmitter has
been in use for more than 1 cumulative
hour, or when 50 percent of their useful
life (or for rechargeable batteries, 50
percent of their useful life of charge) has
expired, as established by the
transmitter manufacturer under its
approval. The new expiration date for
replacing (or recharging) the battery
must be legibly marked on the outside
of the transmitter. The battery useful life
(or useful life of charge) requirements of
this paragraph do not apply to batteries
(such as water-activated batteries) that
are essentially unaffected during
probable storage intervals,

-

* » - »

10. Section 121.353(b) is revised to
read as follows:

§121.353 Emergency equipment for
operations over uninhabited terrain areas:
flag and supplemental air carriers and
commercial operators.

» L - » »

(b) An approved survival type
emergency locator transmitter. Batteries
used in this transmitter must be
replaced (or recharged, if the battery is
rechargeable) when the transmitter has
been in use for more than 1 cumulative
hour, or when 50 percent of their useful
life (or for rechargeable batteries, 50
percent-of their useful life of charge) has
expired, as established by the
transmitter manufacturer under its
approval. The new expiration date for
replacing (or recharging) the battery
must be legibly marked on the outside
of the transmitter. The battery useful life
(or useful life of charge) requirements of
this paragraph do not apply to batteries
(such as water-activated batteries) that
are essentially unaffected during
probable storage intervals.

* * * * -

PART 125—CERTIFICATION AND
OPERATIONS: AIRPLANES HAVING A
SEATING CAPACITY OF 20 OR MORE
PASSENGERS OR A MAXIMUM
PAYLOAD CAPACITY OF 6,000
POUNDS OR MCRE

11. The authority citation for Part 12
is revised fo read as follows:

Authority: 48 U.S.C. app. 1354, 1421-14
and 1502; 49 U.S.C. 106(g)
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12. Section 125.209(b) is revised to
read as follows:

§125.209 Emergency equipment:
Extended overwater operations.

» - » * "

(b) No person may operate an airplane
in extended overwater operations unless
there is attached to one of the life rafts
required by paragraph (a) of this section,
an approved survival type emergency
locator transmitter. Batteries used in
this transmitter must be replaced (or
recharged, if the batteries are
rechargeable) when the transmitter has
been in use for more than one
cumulative hour, or, when 50 percent of
their useful life (or for rechargeable
batteries, 50 percent of their useful life
of charge) has expired, as established by
the transmitter manufacturer under its
approval. The new expiration date for
replacing (or recharging) the battery
must be legibly marked on the outside
of the transmitter. The battery useful life

(or useful life of charge) requirements of
this paragraph do not apply to batteries
(such as water-activated batteries) that
are essentially unaffected during
probable storage intervals.

PART 135—AIR TAXI OPERATIONS
AND COMMERCIAL OPERATORS

13. The authority citation for Part 135
is revised to read as follows:
Authority: 49 U.S.C. app. 1354(a), 1355(a).

1421 through 1431, and 1502; 49 U.S.C.
106(g).

14. Section 135.167(c) is revised to
read as follows:

§135.167 Emergency equipment:
Extended overwater operations.
- - - - -

(c) No person may operate an airplane
in extended overwater operations unless
there is attached to one of the life rafts
required by paragraph (a) of this section,
an approved survival type emergency
locator transmitter. Batteries used in

this transmitter must be replaced (or
recharged, if the batteries are
rechargeable) when the transmitter has
been in use for more than 1 cumulative
hour, or, when 50 percent of their useful
life (or for rechargeable batteries, 50
percent of their useful life of charge) has
expired, as established by the
transmitter manufacturer under its
approval. The new expiration date for
replacing (or recharging) the battery
must be legibly marked on the outside
of the transmitter. The battery useful life
{or useful life of charge) requirements of
this paragraph do not apply to batteries
(such as water-activated batteries) that
are essentially unaffected during
probable storage intervals.

Issued in Washington, DC, on June 10,
1994.
David R. Hinson,
Administrator.
[FR Doc. 94-14677 Filed 6-20-94; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M




